-5- 



Srinivasa et al 
Appl. No. 09/675,286 



Remarks 

Reconsideration of this Application is respectfully requested. Upon entry of the 
foregoing Amendment to the Claims, claims 1-20 are pending in the application, of 
which claims 1, 10, and 13 are independent. By the foregoing Amendment, claims 6, 10, 
and 12 are sought to be amended. No new matter is embraced by this amendment and its 
entry is respectfully requested. Based on the above Amendment and the remarks set forth 
below, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw all 
outstanding objections and rejections. 

Claim Objections 

The Examiner, in paragraph 1 of the Office Action, has objected to claim 6 
because of an informality. Specifically, the Examiner objects to the phrase "The method 
of claim 1 further wherein Applicants have amended claim 6 to read "The method 
of claim 1 wherein ..." Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner consider the 
amended claim 6 and withdraw this objection. 

Rejection under 35 UJLG § 103 

The Examiner, in paragraph 3 of the Office Action has rejected claims 1-2, 5-7, 9- 
13, 15-18, and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 
5,739,820 to Lyon in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,539,445 to Krum and in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,362,836 to Shaw et al (hereinafter "Shaw"). Applicants respectfully 
traverse this rejection. Based on the remarks set forth below, Applicants respectfully 
request that this rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn. 
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Regarding independent claim 1, the Examiner states that Lyon teaches 
Applicants' element of "creating a scaled-down representation of input to a compute- 
intensive application." Applicants respectfully disagree. Unlike the present invention, 
which teaches a method for providing an accurate price quote to a customer, Lyon 
teaches "[a] method and system for approximating a Phong shading calculation for 3D 
renderings of realistic graphic images." Lyon, Abstract. Referring to independent claim 
1 ? Lyon does not teach or suggest Applicants' element of "creating a scaled-down 
representation of input to a compute-intensive application." In fact, Lyon does not teach 
or suggest a scaled-down representation of input. Instead, Lyon teaches the types of 
mathematical expressions that are used to approximate the new Phong shading 
calculation. See Lyon, Abstract; col. 1, lines 40-50. 

The Examiner also states that Krum discloses limitations recited in independent 
claim 1 that are not shown by Lyon. Applicants respectfully disagree. Krum does not 
solve the deficiencies of Lyon. Krum does not appear to teach or suggest Applicants' 
element of "creating a scaled-down representation of input to a compute-intensive 
application." Unlike the present invention, Krum teaches a method for processing 
requests to service computational tasks, Krum, Abstract, col. 2, lines 53-54. 

The Examiner further states that Shaw discloses Applicants 5 element of 
"calculating ... an actual cost to a customer to run the compute-intensive application with 
the input, on one or more processors, based on the calculated computing requirement; and 
sending the tum-around time and the actual cost to the customer's client software." 
Applicants respectfully disagree. Shaw does not solve the deficiencies of Lyon and 
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Krum. Like Lyon and Krum, Shaw does not teach or suggest Applicants' element of 
"creating a scaled-down representation of input to a compute-intensive application." 

Shaw also does not teach or suggest Applicants' element of "calculating ... an 
actual cost to a customer to run the compute-intensive application with the input, on one 
or more processors, based on the calculated computing requirement." Unlike the present 
invention, which discloses a method for providing an accurate price quote to the customer 
to run a compute-intensive application on a CPU farm (see Specification, page 2, line 30 
- page 3, line 1 ; page 5, line 8 - page 6, line 34), Shaw appears to teach "[t]he cost of 
executing a display request on the client device" (Shaw, col. 17, line 32 - col. 18, line 
37). Thus, instead of providing the cost for executing a compute-intensive application 
with the input, on one or more processors [on a CPU farm], Shaw discloses the cost of 
executing a display request on the client device. 

Thus, for at least the above reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 , 
and the claims that depend therefrom (claims 2-9), are patentable over Lyon, Krum, and 
Shaw, separately or in combination. 

Independent claims 10 and 13 include similar elements to independent claim 1. 
Thus, for at least the reasons stated above, independent claims 10 and 13, and the claims 
that depend therefrom (claims 11-12 and 14-20, respectively), are patentable over Lyon, 
Krum, and Shaw, separately or in combination. 

Thus, neither Lyon, nor Krum, nor Shaw, separately or in combination, teach or 
suggest Applicants' claimed invention as recited in independent claims 1, 10, and 13. 
For at least the reasons stated above, claims 1, 10, and 13, and the claims that depend 
therefrom (claims 2-9, claims 11-12, and claims 14-20, respectively), are patentable over 
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the cited references. Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider and 
withdraw the rejection of claims 1, 10, and 13, and the claims that depend therefrom 
(claims 2-9, 1 1 -1 2, and 1 4-20, respectively). . 

The Examiner, on page 12 of the Office Action, has rejected claim 3 under U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,739,820 to Lyon in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,539,445 to Krum in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,362,836 to Shaw et al 
(hereinafter "Shaw") and in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,336,087 to Burgun et al 
(hereinafter "Burgun"). Applicants respectfully disagree. Claim 3 depends from 
independent claim 1 and is patentable over Lyon, Krum, and Shaw for at least the reasons 
stated above. Furthermore, Burgun does not teach or suggest the features missing from 
Lyon, Krum, and Shaw. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the Examiner 
reconsider and withdraw the rejection of dependent claim 3. 

The Examiner, on page 1 3 of the Office Action has rejected claims 4 and 14 under 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,739,820 to Lyon in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,539,445 to Krum in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,362,836 to Shaw et al 
(hereinafter "Shaw") and in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,600,836 to Thyagarajan et al 
(hereinafter "Thyagarajan"). Applicants respectfully disagree. Claim 4 depends from 
independent claim 1, claim 14 depends from independent claim 13, and both are 
patentable over Lyon, Krum, and Shaw for at least the reasons stated above. 
Furthermore, Thyagarajan does not teach or suggest the features missing from Lyon, 
Krum, and Shaw. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider 
and withdraw the rejection of dependent claims 4 and 14. 
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The Examiner, on page 14 of the Office Action has rejected claims 8 and 19 under 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,739,820 to Lyon in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,539,445 to Krum in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,362,836 to Shaw et al 
(hereinafter "Shaw' 1 ) and in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,854,752 to Agarwal. Applicants 
respectfully disagree. Claim 8 depends from independent claim 1, claim 19 depends 
from independent claim 1 3, and both are patentable over Lyon, Krum, and Shaw for at 
least the reasons stated above. Furthermore, Agarwal does not teach or suggest the 
features missing from Lyon, Krum, and Shaw. Applicants therefore respectfully request 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the rejection of dependent claims 8 and 19. 
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Conclusion 

All of the stated grounds of objection and rejection have been properly traversed, 
accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the 
Examiner reconsider all currently outstanding objections and rejections and that they be 
withdrawn. It is believed that a full and complete response has been made to the 
outstanding Office Action and, as such, the present application is in condition for 
allowance. If the Examiner believes, for any reason, that personal communication will 
expedite prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the 
undersigned at the number provided. 

Prompt and favorable consideration of this Response is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Intel Corporation 

Crystal D. Sayles 
Senior Attorney 
Intel Americas, Inc. 
Registration No. 44,3 1 8 
(703)633-6829 
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